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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This communication is a first Office Action Non-Final rejection on the merits. 
Claims 1-63, as originally filed, are currently pending and have been considered below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

3. Claims 1-63 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention. 

In independent claims 1 , 22, 26, 48 and 60, the claimed steps of an act of 
identifying steps, act of identifying a corresponding team of one or more people 
responsible for proper implementation, an act of providing a user interface and an act of 
causing notification are not properly described in a way in which to enable one of 
ordinary skill in the art to be able to use the invention. It is unclear who is performing 
these steps and if it is a computer how the computer is performing these steps. It is 
unclear how to have a pervious or subsequent step with out a first step. It is unclear 
what structure or information is needed to identify a course of steps that will advance a 
goal and to what degree it must be advanced. It is also unclear as to who is identifying 
those responsible for the steps and what is done in the act of identifying, or how they 
became responsible for those steps. 
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4. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5. Claims 1 -63 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

The follow are examples of some of the 112, second paragraph rejections, and 
are not to be considered an exhaustive set, since the claims require the applicant to 
correct numerous issues. 

In claims 1 , 22, 26, 48, 60 and 61 , it is unclear to the Examiner what the 
applicant has claimed. It is unclear to what structure is involved in an act of identifying a 
course of steps and if this process is done by the computer or by some system 
administrator. It is further unclear to the Examiner how to identify these steps and how 
far they need to be to advance the goal. 

Further it is unclear what is being done in the act of identifying a corresponding 
team of one or more people responsible, are you assigning the various steps to different 
team or merely just making note of which teams are already responsible? If they are 
already responsible how and when did that take place? Further how can there be a 
previous step or subsequent step when no step has occurred yet? 

It is also unclean who or what is performing an act of providing a first user 
interface or what the interface is? If this is web interface what is providing this web site 
is it a web server? 
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Who is performing the act of causing at least a representative? What is involved 
in this act? 

In claims 2 and 28, the claim is indefinite in that it states the steps can be done or 
rather are done in parallel but in the independent claims 1 and 26 the steps were done 
in series. That the first step was completed by the first time and only then is a 
notification sent to the second team and only then are they allowed access to their 
interface which allows them to complete their step. How can it be done in series and in 
parallel? 

In claims 3, 29 and 53, it is unclear to the Examiner if this is a new representative 
from a new team or merely a representative from one of the existing teams and how this 
is different from the independent claim where the second team is notified of the 
completion of the first or previous step. Also this new third interface is it corresponding 
to a new team or is part of the interface of one of the existing teams? Further it is 
unclear how the subsequent step can be broken down into multiple steps and how they 
can be done in parallel. 

In claims 4-7 and 30-33, it is unclear to the Examiner how the subsequent step 
can correspond to any team but the second team since in the independent claim it is 
claimed as such, at which point how do these claims further limit the invention? 

In claims 8, 34, and 54, it is unclear to the Examiner if this is a new 
representative from a new team or merely a representative from one of the existing 
teams and how this is different from the independent claim where the second team is 
notified of the completion of the first or previous step. Also this new third interface is it 
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corresponding to a new team or is part of the interface of one of the existing teams? 
Further it is unclear how the previous step can be broken down into multiple steps and 
how they can be done in parallel. 

In claims 9-12 and 35-38, it is unclear to the Examiner how the previous step can 
correspond to any team but the first team since in the independent claim it is claimed as 
such, at which point how do these claims further limit the invention? 

In claim 14, 40 and 56, it is unclear to the Examiner how some, but not all of any 
team can be notified since the independent claim states that teams can comprise one 
person? How is it possible to notify some of one person but not all of one person? 

Claim 19 recites the limitation "the product" in line 1 . There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 19 recites the limitation "the software performance deviation" in line 2. 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 
6. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claims 1-21, 26-47 and 60-63 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 based on 
Supreme Court precedent, and recent Federal Circuit decisions, the Office's guidance to 
examiners is that a § 101 process must (1) be tied to another statutory class (such as a 
particular apparatus) or (2) transform underlying subject matter (such as an article or 
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materials) to a different state or thing. Diamond v. Diehr, 450 U.S. 1 75, 1 84 (1 981 ); 
Parker v. Flook, 437 U.S. 584, 588 n.9 (1978); Gottschalk v. Benson, 409 U.S. 63, 70 
(1972); Cochrane v. Deener, 94 U.S. 780,787-88 (1876). 

An example of a method claim that would not qualify as a statutory process 
would be a claim that recited purely mental steps. Thus, to qualify as a § 101 statutory 
process, the claim should positively recite the other statutory class (the thing or product) 
to which it is tied, for example by identifying the apparatus that accomplishes the 
method steps, or positively recite the subject matter that is being transformed, for 
example by identifying the material that is being changed to a different state. 

Here, applicant's method steps, fail the first prong of the new Federal Circuit 
decision since they are not tied to another statutory class and can be preformed without 
the use of a particular apparatus. Thus, claims 1-21, 26-47 and 60-63 are non-statutory 
since they may be preformed within the human mind; the steps of identifying, providing 
and causing notification are not done by a computer. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 1-63 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Bugzilla: http://web.archive.org/web/20020202141951/bugzilla.org/about.html 
(Feb. 2, 2002) hereafter Bugzilla. 
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As best under stood by the Examiner claims 1-63 are interpreted in the following 

way: 

As per claims 1-63, Bugzilla discloses a method and computer readable 
medium which is used over a computer network which assists in the inter-team 
cooperation for accomplishing a collaborative goal which is to generate corrective 
software for software bugs (Page 1 , paragraph 1 ; discloses that Bugzilla is an example 
of a class of computer programs called "Defect Tracking Systems", or more commonly 
"Bug-Tracking Systems". Defect Tracking Systems allow individual or groups of 
developers to keep track of outstanding bugs in their product effectively, thus this 
system works over a network to assist groups or teams of developers in accomplishing 
their goal of fixing software bugs in their products); 

identifying steps that will advance development of the software fix, the steps 
requiring the cooperation of teams (While Bugzilla doesn't explicitly disclose the system 
identifying steps that need to completed in order to fix a bug it would have been obvious 
to one having ordinary skill in the art of computer software corrections that steps would 
need to be identified in order for them to be carried out by the users. Pages 33-41 ; 
disclose the Administrations job from a top down approach the Product or computer 
program is broken down into components which are could all have possible bugs, these 
bugs would have to be identified, then each step could correspond to fixing a particular 
bug in a particular component of the over all computer product, so in this example say 
there were software problems in your "III", "API", "Sound System" components then the 
steps would be to correct bugs in the various components and each group or team 
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would be assigned a particular component as disclosed on Page 34, paragraphs 1 and 
2 specifically. It could also be that there were multiple bugs in a single component and 
there are multiple teams that work in that individual component); 

assigning responsibility to a team for each step; where each step corresponds to 
an associated team (Page 34, paragraphs 1 and 2; disclose that each component or 
piece of the over all product can be divided into groups and the software fixes for bugs 
in those components could also be designed in the same groups, if the step were to 
correspond to fixing a particular bug in a particular component then it would be assigned 
to the group or team which is assigned to that component. Page 38; discloses that the 
administrator could also assign responsibility to each team for a product individually for 
example if it was a security risk you could assign various parts of the project to different 
people which would all have to work on their individual parts in order to fix the security 
bug); 

providing an user interface to each team, in which they can complete their 
assigned steps, either after another team has finished or in parallel with another team 
(Page 14, Create a Bugzilla Account; discloses that each user creates their own portal 
into the system through the creation of an account, through this they will be able to 
receive email alerts and other information and the projects they are assigned to. Page 
25, bullet 6; discloses that the system can perform bug corrects either in parallel or in 
series, for example if two people are working on the same file but different bugs the 
system performs a lockout meaning that only that person can access the file, this would 
be the series example, on the other hand the system can create a shadow database 
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where the other user or users can work, although only one user will have write access 
at a time); 

automatically notifying users upon completion of a step, through the use of email 
which is considered to be a network address (Page 21 , paragraph 3; discloses the user 
can set up their account so that every time the status on a particular bug is fixed they 
would be notified via email about the change, further it states that from a quality 
assurance stand point the could wait till a particular team finishes their work and notify 
via email the quality assurance people to inspect their work, from this example it is 
shown that the first team completes their assigned tasks and then and only then the 
second team can complete their task of inspecting if that was the assigned step); 

detecting a software performance deviation (software bug) in the product (Page 
18, writing a great bug report; disclose that they system can detect a software 
performance deviation or software bug); 

wherein the computer-readable media are physical media, which is system 
memory which is a persistent (non-volatile) memory (Page 24; discloses that this 
program is to be used on a computer system and needs to be downloaded and installed 
onto a computer which would be installed on a Hard Drive which is considered to be 
system memory and a persistent (non-volatile) memory); 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to include the identifying steps to assign tasks to the different 
teams because it assists in the organization of the over all system and with out steps 
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the different team will not know how to manage the teams coordination and 
collaboration. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to PAUL R. FISHER whose telephone number is (571)270- 
5097. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon/Fri [7:30am/5pm] with first Fri off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Janice Mooneyham can be reached on (571)272-6805. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

PRF 

/Janice A. Mooneyham/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3689 
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